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SUMMARY 


There is much talk in Modern Greek Grammar about a subjunc 


tive because forms like when preceded by va, have functions 


reminiscent of the subjunctive in Ancient Greek. By extrapolation 


* 


xcxvo) is said to serve as subjunctive too, beside its indicative 


function, because with vex it too behaves like a subjunctive. 


Since 


many grammarians tend to disrespect particles, there has been born 
a belief that x^crti) and x^ V(J ° without vex somehow contain in themselves 


the essence of "subjunctiveness , M although with vex they make even 


better subjunctives . 


More logical, even if less morphologic, is to admit that 


without vex is indicative, hence it is va that is the subjunctive 


formant. 



further step: va x^ aa) (subjunctive mood) minus va (sub 


junctive formant) is equal to x^ aw (indicative). Thus x aaiJl) I s an 
aoristic present indicative (regularly negated by 6£(v) when not 
accompanied by va or as, which demand yn(v)). 

Now this aoristic present x^ a(JL) is practically always preceded 
by preparticles of two distinct groups: generally speaking, in main 


clauses it combines with §cx 


* 


vd or as to make future tense, volitive 


and exhortative mood respectively; in dependent clauses it is pre 


ceded by one of a list of 


ir 


converters 


ii 


like av, oxav, otiolos, acpoO 


5 


etc. as well as va (subordinator) and as (concessive). All these 


subordinate the whole clause, but 



to be glued to the verb 


like true modal formants, as though they were a verbal, not a syn 


tactic 




category 


Typologically , this way of constructing a "conditional verb 
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form 11 av xdou or "temporal verb form" oxav makes the Modern 

Greek verb, at least in part, an agglutinative form. 

♦ ♦♦♦♦♦ 

Professor H. J. Polotsky was my first teacher of Modern Greek. 
On this special occasion I shall try to extend some of his ideas, 
mainly formulated for Egyptian and Coptic, to that non-oriental 
language. 

1. Morphological Subjunctive in Greek 

Is there a subjunctive mood in Modern Greek? And if there is, 
what is its exact form? These questions seem to haunt descriptions 
of the verb in the modern language to this day. To my knowledge, no 
satisfactory answers have yet been put forth. We find the question 
already in Andriotis, 1934 and a quick positive answer by Dzardzanos 
in the same year. The essentials of this answer were condensed in 
Dzardzanos, 1946 into a footnote, which is better translated here in 

full: 


The subjunctive in the grammatical sense, i.e. formally and 


phonetically, has by now, in the 




(both active and 


middle or passive) fallen together with the indicative (ypacp 


ypacpets, ypacp 



r 


va ypacpu) 


t 


va 


YPOtcpri g 







Aou£oya 

Modern 
subjunctive 


Aou£ 
etc. ) 


Ao\Jr 



t 


vet ypaepri 
va Aotfcoouau, va Aoutecrau, va 


This 



many people to think that in the 



language there exists no 



mood to be called 


Yet in the a o r i s t, both active and middle or 



, the subjunctive has always 
pure form to this day all its speci 




marks 


and 
(cf . 



eypa(|>a. 


in 


e etc 

ns, 


t 



YPa^aj, 

etc . ) . 


ns. 


n 



vT\5dnna, 


es 




e etc 


• / 


VTUdU), 


Moreover, 


the 



that the two moods , i.e. 


in 



and subjunctive, have not, syntactically and semanti 


cally, fallen together, is 



shown, among other things, by 


the 
tau a 


TlltOTC 



use of the negation in each mood 


A e ypacpcug 


yrl YPacpns axpaga 


A£v 0YP a 4> £ S TL'Ttoxe 


Cf. 


yrf ypetyns 



(Dzardzanos, 1946:280, n.). 


Practically all the grammars (see below, § 5) have followed this 
double argument — the existence of a special aorist subjunctive form 
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and the specialized subjunctive negation — and on its force have 


po 


sited a 



present subjunctive, identical in form with the 


indicative: x^vo) = (va) The dubious standing of vet signalled 

by the brackets is important: knowledge of the historical subjunc 


tive inflection as well as a wish to see all verbal 




pressed by proper suffixes of the finite verb-word have helped in 


creating and sustaining an otherwise impossible myth: the myth of 


the subjunctive word-form of the type x^cra) 


The reckoning 



as follows: x^ aa) is practically always 


preceded by a preparticle, often va " that. 


M 


This is the form men 


tioned by Dzardzanos in his footnote. Yet historically x^aw or 


Ypcfycd without va are the successors of the aorist subjunctive 



classical Greek, so that lovers of pure morphology are induced to 


call these forms "subjunctives 


?i 


even though the term is used at the 


same time for the full forms too: 


va va ypacjjoj (so, e.g 


9 


Tri 


antaphyllidis, 194 1 : § 844 


Dzardzanos 




1946: § 195 ff 


9 


Mirambel 


9 


1949:124, 1959:153, Householder et al 


1964:107 


9 


125) 


This would 


imply that the appearance or non-appearance 



va is of no 



consequence, and indeed we know that the "subjunctives" x^cm an ^ 


xavrn can be preceded by other particles: 


ff 


av "if," aya "once," oxav 


if 


"when" etc. (Mirambel, 1949:124 note, 1959:153), so that va would 


seem dispensable. The present stem would thus also possess a sub 


ff 


junctive when preceded by those va, av etc. 


The form of this pre 


sent 


ubjunctive has to be seen, as it were, through or under the 


identical form of the indicative. 


Now this way 



positing modal forms will be revealed as noth 


ing but wishful thinking once we try to proceed from the other di 


rection, i.e., from the present tense. Keeping sober, we see 



ly that in a form va xavu) 


it 



should lose, that 



lose" it is va that 


is responsible for its "subjunctivity ," since x^vu) by itself is no 


more than indicative 


it 



los 


it 


In the same way, aya x^vaj "once I 


lose" or av x^vu) "if I lose 


V? 


tr 


ff 



their subordination from aya, av. 



4 


NIMROD BARRI 


The "proper" verbal form remains indicative, neutral. 

Applying this conclusion now to the "aorist subjunctive" we 
get: vd x^aod contains the modal particle vd, responsible for "sub- 

junctivity." What remains is simply an aoris t-aspect stem with 
present indicative endings, that is, an indicative present tense 
carrying a perfective 1 aspect! 

By positing this notion, 2 an aoristic-aspect present, we put 
ourselves into a quarrel with most of Greek grammatical tradition 
(cf. below, § 5). Yet we get satisfaction from the fact that in 
this way we can fill one empty case in tables like that of Dzardzanos 
( 1946 : § 170) which, a little simplified, stands as follows: 

TIME 



Similar lacunar tables are to be found in Mirambel, 1959:140, Babini- 
otis-Kondos, 1967:148. Our aoris tic present naturally comes in at 

i 

the central empty case (the lower empty case I hope to discuss else- 
where) . 

What remains to be reckoned with is the fact that the aoristic 
present indicative x^cra) is limited in distribution: it practically 

« 

never appears without a preparticle. Most of these particles are 
subordinative (apa, av, orav, vd etc.) so that this present tense is 
most frequent in subordinate clauses. This fact has its historical 
explanation in that the ancient aorist subjunctive, father of the 
modern aoristic present indicative, had nearly the same distribution. 
More important, this limitation has its synchronic justification too: 
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a perfective (aoristic) present in the indicative tends to have a 
future, not present, reference. Since the future role is filled by 
da + present (either perfective or imperf ective) , the aoristic pres- 
ent x^oa) has been almost wholly confined (within main clauses) to 

true modal forms like volitive vet x^ aa) and exhortative as xaau) (be- 
sides, of course, its figuring in the aoristic future da x& a ^) where 
its futurity is suitable. On the other hand, in dependent clauses 
it follows particles like apa, av, va and oxav (below, § 3) and has 
an indefinite, general non-past reference (as opposed to the future 
proper in orav da x<*aa) and the like, which refer to an exact time- 
point in the future) . 3 

The future reference of the perfective present reminds one of 
the situation of the Russian or Bulgarian perfective verbs: what 

morphologically should have been their present tense serves as a 
future, so that they possess only the past and the future tenses. 4 
Actually, the few instances of the Modern Greek unpar tided aoristic 
present cited in the grammars have plain, indicative future refer- 
ence: Cows "perhaps he will come" etc. 5 Cf. Dzardzanos, 1946: 

§ 196. See below, § 4.8, for negation of such futures. See also in 
Kazantzakis' Zorbas 338 xat uou epuyet (puyeu ,f Whoever can escape, will 

escape. " 

2. Converters 

The term conversion , not unknown to traditional grammars, has 
been used again, e.g. , by Benveniste (1958:41) as well as before him 
by Sweet (1900: § 105) for the "conversion of the parts of speech." 

In his Studes de syntaxe copte Polotsky considered the ability to 
"convertir une phrase en nom" (1944:56) as the essence of the rela- 
tive clause. Then in his "Coptic Conjugation System" (1960: § 10) he 
suggested the term sentence converter for three or four 6 Coptic mor- 
phemes that, when prefixed to clauses — verbal, existential (1960: 

§ 33) or nominal (1960: § 28) — cause different kinds of subordination, 
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i.e., turn the clause into an adverbial clause, an adjectival clause 
or a substantival one. Apart from its specific roles in Coptic,, 

converter is now used by Professor Polotsky for any device, syntactic 
(e.g., subordinative conjunctions) or morphological (e.g., prefixes, 
suffixes) effecting substantivization, adjectivization or adverbial- 
ization, for example, the formants of verbal nouns, verbal adjectives 
or gerunds of all kinds. The Coptic r, clause conjugations" (Polotsky, 
1960: § 4B) he now considers as "converted tenses" too. 

But in Coptic the converters have additional, morphologic fea- 
tures. Specifically, in a verbal clause they are prefixed directly 
to the verb and in one conjugation they also "convert" the pronominal 
actor paradigm into another. The new verbal forms thus created are 
partly responsible for the great number of Coptic "tenses." This 
preverbal position of the converters can lead to a certain misunder- 
standing. Seeing that the great bulk of Polotsky' s article (1960) 
was dedicated to converters in verbal clauses (the fact that the 
converters precede nominal and other clauses too was only briefly 
stated) and that Polotsky himself, in spite of his term sentence 
converter , was led many times to speak of "converting the tense" 
rather than converting the sentence or clause, 7 we can understand 
why many students of Coptic seem to believe that the converters are 
verbal morphemes in the same right as time, aspect or mood formants. 
In my opinion, the agglutination of the Coptic converters to the verb 
must be considered a juncture "accident" caused no doubt by the 
'position preponderante (Polotsky, 1976:2) of the verb in the verbal 
clause. It is just one more morphological complication to be over- 
come on the way to syntactic description. 

A similar state is met with in Turkish, which has two kinds of 
verbal suffixes: time-mood formants like -di, -acaic, -. mi § — although 

agglutinative and reiterable — are not transposing converters (in this 

they resemble Coptic preterital ne ) . That role (among finite verb 
suffixes) belongs to conditional -se and to gerundial -iJcen alone 
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(non-finite forms may be said to contain other converters, e.g., nom- 
inalizing -dik ) . 

In the present paper, whose concern is the Modern Greek verb, 

I shall use converter only in its narrower sense: a verbal prepar- 

ticle causing transposition (subordination) of the whole clause into 
a clause-part, 

3. Modern Greek Converters 

Many difficulties in the Modern Greek verbal system, e.g., the 
failure to establish a perfective present tense as suggested above 
(§ 1), center around the preparticles $d, as, va, av etc. The reason 
for the difficulties is that the morphologically oriented Hellenist 
or Indo-Europeanist likes to assign the main function to the finite 
verb-word, leaving the particles accessory roles. Yet in the Greek 
verb these are not accessory at all. Some of them are syntactic 
converters (subordinators) in the sense of Turkish conditional -se 
or Coptic circumstantial e-, while others are tense or mood formants 
with no subordinative quality, but expounding central categories of 
the verbal system. Things are most complicated with the Janus-faced 
particles yn, va and as, that in one environment — subordinate clauses 
— are converters, while in another — main clauses 8 — they serve as mood 
(e.g., volitive, exhortative etc.) formants. 

All preparticles form an integral part of the verbal form: 
they are prefixed to the verb-word, with only the negation or the 
enclitic object-pronouns allowed after the prefix. Their morpholog- 
ical indispensability is best seen with the aoristic present x^ aa) 
that, as mentioned above (§ 1), rarely stands without a preparticle. 

Thus this tense may serve to distinguish between such prepar- 
ticles and some adverbial particles (6a, yrfucog) , real subordinative 
conjunctions (not converters: oil, iu5s, koi5, evco, yuaxu etc.) and 

prepositions (avxu, yua, 6 lx^S etc.): all these do not suffice to 

n sustain fT the aoristic present, so that another particle, mostly vd. 
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is needed. 

One grammar is aware of the similarity in distribution between 
tense-mood formants and converters (which it calls conjunctions): 

Le subjonctif [= aoristic present indicative, N. B.] peut 
fonctionner sans etre precede de vd, car it peut etre intro- 
duit simplement par des con jonctions , telles, par exemple, 
que aya (. .), rcpu(v) (. . .) etc. (Mirambel, 1959:153; 

but cf. also Babiniotis-Kondos , 1967:175 for Cams). 

Yet is it true that, as Mirambel implies, all preparticles constitute 
a single form-class, with mutual substitution? The answer is no, as 
examples with more than one particle show: oxav av 6e %d 

Xaau), va jjn x^ aa) and the like. Actually there is one form-class 
(position) for converters, one for tense-mood formants and one for 
negations (the lists contain all preparticles retrieved from Zorbas 
by N. Kazantzakis) : see the table given on page 9. 

Na, as, yn are members of two form-classes at the same time. 
That means they represent, in main clauses (and in rcou clauses, n.8), 
the tense-mood formant list, while in subordinate (converted, not 
conjunctional) clauses they are converters. It means too that, like 
all members of more than one form-class, they are incompatible with 
other members of either list: both ? aya vd x^ aa)? and f vd %d xaau> T do 

not occur, the same as ? va as x^ aa)? • 

There are only two seeming kinds of exceptions to this incom- 
patibility: 

a. We do find od vd xavu> (° r 0( * X^tfu); cf. Zorbas, p. 107 ECvat 

ad vd ya6r^a£Ls Iva Ttayovt.), npCv vd x^cfu) and itpoxoO vd x^cru), with 
both od and vd, icpuv and vd, itpoxou and va. 9 The reason for this is 
that in such cases ad, TtpCv and itpoxou are prepositions governing a 
substantivized vd clause; they are not converters as in od 
rcpuv xdaoa, itpoxou x^ a ^* 

b. Na yn x acru> occurs in spite of vd and yp appearing in the same 
form-class. But then yn in vd yrf x<*aa) is a conditioned (obligatory) 
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CIRCUMSTANTIAL aya 


yoAus 


orav 


TCptV 


Tipotou 


aav 


is 


O TCWS 


oao 


1. 


In all clauses 


%d FUTURE TENSE 


CONDITIONAL 


RELATIVE 


oupou 


tr 


OlEOU 


t? 


wherever 


TT 


w 

av 


V 


OTEOLOS, 


a 


0 


V 

o,u 


oaos 


n 


o 


V 


OTCOU 


I? 


whoever 


if 




’’whoever” 


SUBSTANTIVIZER 
after verbs of 
fearing (§4*4) yrj 


h 


that” 


2 . 


In main clauses or in depen- 
dent clauses introduced by a 


conjunction (itou 


cf . n. 8) . 


SUBORDINATOR 
(substantivizing 
condition etc,) 




purpose 


9 


CONCESSIVE 


If 


LEST, OR 


If 


(§ 4.3) 


vd VOLITIVE-DELIBERATIVE-POTENTIAL 


\9 

as 


EXHORTATIVE MOOD 




NEGATIVE IMPERATIVE MOOD 

(S 4.2) 
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form of the negation (§ 4.1), being excluded by both vd and ag. 

It is the yn contained in the table under NEGATIONS, not the yd fig- 
uring with va, ag (see further § 4). 

The circumstantial converters are well known and need no exam- 
ples. A few instances of the rest follow (all drawn from Kazantzakis 

Zorbas ) . 

3.1 Relative Converters 

oitouog: Zorbas 125 w 0notog xn gpcC , ticvtg oxd6eg xpaou 

gpextxua. "Whoever finds it, a reward of five okas of wine. ,T 

"0,xu: Zorbas 39 w 0xav xa auXXoyutouyau , you ’ pyexau va audacu 

o ,xi gpai yitpoaxa you. M When I think of it, I feel like breaking any- 
thing I find before me. 1 ' 

oitou: Zorbas 309 “ Orcou TtpocpxdaGL , ag itapeu ! "Whoever comes 

first, let him take it!" 

itod: Zorbas 338 xau xov5 cpdyeu cpdyeu. "And whoever escapes, 

escapes. " 

3.2 Na Converter 

In subordinate clauses va is a manifold converter, introducing 
mainly substantive clauses, purpose or conditional clauses. Its most 
frequent uses as substantivizer may be divided into two: 

a. Object-clause converter, including indirect statements and com- 
mands, e.g., Zorbas 1 Tteddynua vd ypac^co "I wanted to write"; 9 xov 
axouya va yoO yuXaeu yua xo x^P^o xou, "I heard him speaking to me 
about his village"; 10 o,xu n dvmxdxr) icapacppoauvn you (pdvate va xayu) 
"whatever the sublime insanity was calling me to do," etc. 

b. Substantivized clauses as subject or predicative of other ("nomi- 
nal") clause types, e.g., Zorbas 17 KaXuxcpa va xogeug ye xo yayaupu 
"It is better for you to cut it with a knife." Etc. 

For conditional and purposive vd as well as for its other uses 
as converter, see Dzardzanos, 1963:181 ff., Householder et al., 1964: 
§ 5.23 (7). 
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3.3 Concessive Converters: as, hl as. 

39 39 

In subordinate clauses as and hl as are concessive converters. 
With the aoristic present only hl as examples were found in Zorbas , 
e.g., 181 da aou xov cpavepwaa), xl a£ iideL x a uevos ,f I am going to tell 
it to you, even if it doesn't do any good." With past tenses as is 
common: Zorbas 98 *OAa, oAa xa naxaAaSaLve, a£ ?ixav nad x<*xdAos "He 

understood everything, everything, even though he was a Ukrainian.” 

3.4 Tense and Mood Formants 


a. Main clause uses of va + verb-form, the only ones deservedly 

called modal forms, have a modal (i.e., subjective, non-indicative) 10 
sense— volitive, deliberative or potential, 8 according to environ- 
ment: Zorbas 16 *0 deo's ya fSdAeL to x^P l tou! ”Let God extend his 

hand!”; 28 Ncx nadLao); "Shall I sit down?”; 9 Tl ya ticl evas ”6Lavo- 
odyevos” o’ eva dpano; "What can an intellectual say to a dragon?” 

b. Main clause uses of as (which may be called exhortative or prec- 

ative mood formant) : Zorbas 125 ” As e£vaL naAa n xrfP a "Blessed be 

the widow.” 

c. Most uses of da "future,” e.g., Zorbas 22 0a xd irapa), e£ira tcgl a- 

yaxu>ydvos ”'1 am going to take it, ! I said stubbornly.” 

d. Main clause uses of yn with the second person of the present 
tenses, to form negative imperative (§ 4.2). 


4. Negations 


In his footnote 


y 


Dzardzanos 


(1964:280, cited above 


9 




9 


wish 


ing to prove the 



existence of the subjunctive mood in a mor 


phological form, invoked 


ii 


the 



use of the negation in each 


mood 


it 



similar statement appears in Mirambel, 1959:151. Now this 


is another myth that wants disproving. The truth of the matter is 
that yn has at least six different uses (see also Warburton, 1970:88 


ff.) 


none 



them attributable to the "subjunctive” x^o^ as such 


4.1 


The most frequent use of yd is as a negative, conditioned by 
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the presence of either vd or ag— where 6d is excluded — in both main 
and dependent clauses. It is clear that what selects yd rather than 
6 £ is the particle, not the alleged subjunctive following it, since 
any construction at all that includes va or as (va e'xaaa, as eyava 
etc.) equally demands yd. The high frequency of this particle is due 
to the fact that va especially is responsible for an enormous number 
of nominal izat ions (mainly as objects to verbs or to prepositions 
like oav, yta, avxd etc.). All these are negated by yd. 

4.2 My without va or as in main clauses. This yn, e.g., yd ypacpeus, 

yd ypctyeus (or ypacpns* ypa^ns in puristic orthography) is a mood for- 
mant in its own right, making a negative imperative yn ypacpeus out of 
a simple indicative ypacpeus: Zorbas 76 Md duywveus* ’Acpcvxuxo. 

"Don't get angry, sir." 

4.3 Mil, this time in dependent clauses, is a converter introducing 

a special kind of final clauses that can be translated "lest" or sim- 
ply "or": Zorbas 314 Ili'aa), aas Xdto, yd anxcSaw in yayxoupa! "Get 
back, I tell you, or I raise my stick!"; 56 MiXa, acpevxLxd, ydXa, ydv 
TcaXaBwaa)! "Speak up, boss, speak up or I shall go crazy!" 

These yd clauses contrast with final va yd ones— where the con- 
verter is va, yd being an obligatory negation (4.1) — meaning "so as 
not or simply "not to Zorbas 20 Mdxouyouv va yn BXdira), 

vd ydv axodu) xau va xpaxrtaa) axoya x ’ opaya itod x^vouvxav "I was fight- 
ing not to see, not to hear and to keep the vision that went on fading. 

4.4 Again in dependent clauses, but only after verbs of fearing, yn 
is a (positive!) converter introducing the object clause, but not 
negating it. It is merely a substantivizing converter selected in 
this special environment rather than vd. The negation is by 6e: 

Zorbas 20 '0 cpuXog you cpoBd^nxe ydv mpacpdvnxe n xapaxd xou. "My 
friend was afraid that his agitation was too obvious"; 94 $o3dyouv 
ydv £a<pvixa and xdv xoan cpdpa 6 £ Baaxa^ei, xo ydptxo xopyu xou "I was 


afraid that suddenly, because of too much impetus, his old body would 
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not hold." 

4.5 Like yditajs, yn can introduce a yes-or-no question. It is a 

question morpheme in this case, not bound to any kind of clause and 
is neither a converter nor a tense formant. It has no negative mean- 
ing: Zorbas 331 Mdv xd xa xdpajae 6 xaxoyodpqs; auAAoyLaxnxa. "'Is the 

poor fellow dead? 1 I thought." 

4.6 Mq negates the participle: Zorbas 348 ’'ExAeuca itdAu tcx yaxua, 

ynv yitopcSvxas v’ avxLaxadu). "I again closed my eyes, unable to re- 
sist." 

4.7 What is even harder for the theory of yd negating the famous 
"subjunctive" is that this very form xaou (which I consider indica- 
tive) is in many environments negated by 6d. All clauses converted 
by aya, av, otiolos and all futures ("$cx + subjunctive" according to 

9 

Dzardzanos, 1946: § 176 note 3'; § 182 note a 1 ) are so negated: Zor- 
bas 354 Kl aya 6ev xd([>eis to aTtdyyo "Once you don't cut the 

rope 52 ”Av 6ev xd xauaeus $d ad napaxgaeu yeaoaxpaxa, "If 

you don't feed it, it will leave you in the middle of the road,"; 221 
oitouos 6 _d yAbxdagi aAuyovd xou! "Whoever does not get rid, 

woe to him!"; 39 be $a xo "1 shall not forget it." 

4.8 But the coup de grace to the alleged connection between yd and 

the "subjunctive" is found in those rare instances where the perfec- 
tive present indicative stands with no preparticle. These pure "sub- 
junctives" are negated by 6d: w Epdn 6dv ep$n 6 ndxpos, eyeCs %a itaye. 

"Whether Petros comes or not, we are going to go." 

5. Critique and Typology 

Of the two main conclusions arrived at in this paper — the exis- 
tence of an aoristic present indicative x^ aa) and the semimorphologi- 
cal status of the converters av, oxav etc. — each has been hinted at 
by some writer, but none has received the discussion it merits. 

5.1 The aoristic present, as "subjunctive," was discussed time and 
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again by Triantaphyllidis 


* 


1941 :§ 844 


* 




1946: § 


195 ff 


* 


Mirambel 


y 


1949:124 


* 


1959:153; Pring, 1950:76 ff 




Babiniotis-Kondos 


y 


1967:175 ff. 


Only Koutsoudas (1962:23, 


and again in Householder 


y 


Kazazis & Koutsoudas 


y 


1964:104 ff.) posited ypa^u) as perfective non 


past indicative 


y 


which is rather close to our view here. 


Unfortunate 


ly 


y 


this glimpse of systemic truth suffered from some serious short 


comings : 


in 1962 the term perfective non-past seems no more than the 


identification 




in y pcx ([>( 1 ) 


) 


of the 


s 


II 


perfective 


it 


(or aoristic) 


stem-marker 




and of 


o as 


"non-past" ending. 11 These were mainly mor 


phological instructions 


9 


not a systemic status. 


And indeed in 1962 


Koutsoudas did not even say what mood he considered ypcfyu). Only in 
1964 did he go as far as including this form under indicative , but, 


perhaps because that book was meant to be practical 


* 


he immediately 


fell back on 


it 


subjunctive 


it 


for both and ydan) when preceded by vet 


(Householder et al. 


9 


1964:105 ff.) and never developed his previous 


idea 


The same goes for Irene Warburton T s work 


y 


apparently much in 


fluenced by the former book but generatively cast (and at places 


rather badly edited 


y 


so that it is hard to draw conclusions from it) 


Almost all contributions mentioned posit xdvw , e'xotva 


y 


e'xotaa as basic, forms. 


Strangely, the most sophisticated treatments 


(Koutsoudas 


* 


1962; Babiniotis, 1972) 


do not even go beyond these 


y 


if there were no compound tenses (futur 


y 


perfect etc.) in Modern 


Greek. 


Others 




more traditional or more practical 


y 


add the 


VV 


modes et 


temps derives 


i? 


to the basic forms. 


In my view 


all suffer from the 


traditional, morphologistic tendency of looking for verbal categories 


inside the verb-word 


* 


while in the modern language it 


exactly the 


case that some such categories moved to the prefixed particles. 


Func 


tionally and formally 


y 


compound tenses 


(as long as they are recognized 


as tenses) belong in the verbal system in the same right as the simple 


ones and all need to be described together in order to ascertain* the 


structure of the verbal system 


Thus the only true modal forms of the 


Modern Greek verb 


y 


1 . e. 


y 


thos 


that carry 


ubjective 


y 


modal meaning 


* 
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are the ones prefixed by va, ac; or yrf (in main clauses), that is, 
compound mood forms. 

5.2 As for the special semimorphological status of the Greek con- 
verters (av, oiav, o .no uos etc.), here again it was the almost general 
confusion of x^oa) ("subjunctive") with va x^aa) (again "subjunctive") 
that prevented linguists from seeing right. As we have said, xdou 
is an indicative limited, in main clauses, to compound tenses with 
yrf (negative imperative), vex (volitive, potential), as (exhortative) 
and $a (future). In subordinate clauses it comes in only in "con- 
verted," i.e., substantivized, relativized, conditional, causal and 
temporal verb forms va xdou, otiolos x^ aeu 5 av x^au), acpou x^oa), aya 
xaaa) etc. Only one grammarian mentioned that va, as or $a can be 
replaced, before the "subjunctive," by "conjonctions" (Mirambel, 

1949:124 note; 1959:153). Others seem so exclusively preoccupied by 

va, as and $a, as the only particles that are really "verbal," and 
so sure of their "verbs" and their "conjunctions" — each group having 
nothing to do with the other — that they forgot to note this strange 
phenomenon: verb forms containing in themselves their subordination. 

Typologically, these built-in subordinatives bring Modern Greek, 
at least in part, into the company of some highly agglutinative lan- 
guages like Turkish or Coptic. I think it is very instructive for a 
Hellenist or an Indo-Europeanis t to become aware of this unexpected 
turn in the behavior of such a well-known, well-mannered creature, 
the Greek language. 

NOTES 

* This article is based in part on some results drawn from a research 

project called "Syntax, Morphology and Lexicon of Modern Greek: 
Preparation of a Computerized Concordance in those Domains for One 
Text." The text, Zorbas by N. Kazantzakis, was punched on cards 

and conserved on a magnetic tape thanks to a grant by the Israel 
National Academy of Sciences, Commission for Basic Research. The 
present conclusions are the result of a check of all instances of 
the "verbal particles" in the text as retrieved by the computer. 
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1 Seiler (1968:104) speaks against the terms perfective , imperfec - 

tive for the verbal aspects of the aorist and present respectively. 
For him (1969:130) the presentic aspect marks the starting point 
and the process of the action, while the aoristic aspect is un- 
marked, although in context it can well be said to convey point- 
aspect or better, the mere statement of the action as a fact. I 
fully accept Seiler ? s opinion (incidentally, Babiniotis’ [1972:31] 
claim that it is the presentic aspect that is unmarked seems whol- 
ly without grounds). Yet I shall use perfective - irrrperfective 

here, as they are convenient and convey rather closely Seiler’s 
idea, as long as we remember that the aorist is unmarked. 

As for the term present , many would oppose this, suggesting non- 
pasty neuter or the like. Here I have retained present , for I 
wish to stress the equivalence between and xavu). I am willing 

to call them both non-past . 

2 I am grateful to my student, born in Salonica, Mr. I. Benmayor, 

for oral discussions that helped bring this conclusion about. 

3 The future da xaaw after a particle (oxav, apa etc.) seems always 

to refer to an exact point in time. It is thus the marked member. 
The aoristic present, however, like the imperfective present, can 
refer either to general circumstances or to a certain point in 
time. It is the unmarked member of the pair: 

oxav + future - exact future time point: Zorbas 256 w Exe x<5 vou 

aou, Koupitape, to XoltccSv, oxav dcx (pcovaga) , "8dpa! 3dpa!" va pas 
itepaaeLS xa 6axxuXt6ta. M Be ready, best man, when I cry out T vira! 

vira! f , to put the rings on." Cf. Zorbas 84, 95, 261, 330 etc. 

oxav + present - mostly general: Zorbas 25 “ Oxa v pd acp ugou v ot 

cpTojxetes, yuputa) xoiJs xacpevd6es xau' Ttau£a) aavxodpu. "When poverty 
chokes me, I make the round of the cafes and play the santouri." 

Cf. 171 etc. 

apa + future - exact point: Zorbas 76 “Apa da ited ava) eytS, oXa da 

Ttedauvouv. "The moment I die, everything begins to die." Cf. 223 
etc. 

apa + present - mostly general: Zorbas 27 “ Apa pop tiol epdva n 

yuvauxa pou nept'cravo Xoyo, xl xapSua dds vdt * x _a) rcau^u) aavxodpu; 
"Whenever my wife says to me a word which is uncalled for, do you 
want me to be in a mood to play santouri?" Cf. also 13, but also 
366 “ Apa itsdava) , ypa^e too tcojs "When I die, write to him 

that ." Cf. 101 etc. 

a a + future - exact point: Zorbas 236 0a ’ pdeu hl n aeupdt xoug. 

Met aa da ydvoi) e$6oprfvxa xP° v wv. ,! Their turn will come too 
Just when I become seventy." 
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act + present - mostly general: Zorbas 128 Ed Bpadudosu , yupu^a) 

aitixi, rptiyo) eva axouxdAi cpal, ituva) xpaaaxu, dv ex £L • ,f As evening 
comes, I come back home, eat some food and drink a little wine, if 
there is some." Cf. 64 etc, 

4 The situation in Bulgarian, so similar to that in Modern Greek, 

was brought to my attention by my colleagues, Bo-Lennart Eklund 
and Rolf Hesse (personal communications), after reading the draft 
of this paper. Incidentally, their view of the "subjunctive" is 
rather close to the one put forth here (Eklund, 1976), but it was 
too late for me to incorporate it in this paper. 

5 Grammars mostly cite one more form, nape "let’s go!’ 1 , as an "aorist 

subjunctive” that can stand with no particle (cf. Dzardzanos, 

1946: § 198.1 note). Yet itau) can be a regular present too, with 
nape, like (peuyoupe, yupucoupe etc., a first person plural of a 
present imperative. 

8 In 1960: § 10 Polotsky posited three converters: preterital ne-, 

circumstantial e-, relative et-, ete-, e-, ent-. The Second Tense 
morphemes he considered similar to but not identical with the con- 
verters. Later (forthcoming^ 2.0) he decided to use converter 
just for the morphemes susceptible of "transposing" the clause into 
a clause-part: circumstantial e-, relative et- etc. and the nom- 

inalizers (Second Tense morphemes), leaving preterital ne- out. In 
what follows I shall stick to this recent formulation conveyed to 
me, among some other stimulating views, some of which I briefly 
refer to in the present section, in a talk I had with Professor 

Polotsky on June 25, 1978. 

Even the second tense (= nominalizing) converter e-, naturally not 
appearing before nominal clauses, does not transpose just the ver- 
bal idea into a substantive. It acts on most of the verbal clause, 
including the actor, turning it into a substantive equivalent. In 
principle, only one adverb stays out of this conversion, and acts 
as predicate (comment, rheme). 

8 This statement has a necessary modification: clauses introduced 

by real subordinative conjunctions, i.e., non-converter subordi- 
nators (= which cannot "maintain" perfective presents) are counted 
as main clauses, because in them it is the conjunction that sub- 
ordinates, while the particle is modal. In a check of two such 
conjunctions, uod and TidSg , it was found that uo\5 does introduce 

clauses with verbs in the va-mood, mostly with a potential or vol- 
itive meaning (no such examples after uoag) : Zorbas 19 ”Av evag 

and xoug 6u<5 yag gpe^eu ai xlvtuvo $avaxou, va aTOxacrxeC x(5v aXXo 
yd xoanv evxaaq uod va xdv eilSouobnaei , ouou xl av gpiaxexau 
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"If one of the two of us finds himself in danger for his life, let 
him think about the other with such intensity that he might inform 

him, wherever he is . "; 177 ’ Ayontnyeve 6aaxaAe, eAnuCa) vd 

Aagets to ypdyya you e toOto* kou Cams vet ’m xau to OTepvo you. 
"Dear teacher, I hope you receive this letter of mine, which may 
perhaps be my last one." See also 30, 127, 135, 154, 167, 225, 

260, 268, 288, 309, 320. 

9 It is interesting to note that in Zorbas , Kazantzakis used the 

construction with vd only in certain parts of the text, to the 

exclusion of the other possibility: Zorbas 55 Ttpuv vd q)do) — all 

other Ttptv cases, before or after p. 55, are either prepositions 
(153 TtpLv xhs mpas) or are constructed directly with the perfective 
present. Then there are four instances of Tipu vd, grouped on pages 
215, 216, 226, 232, whereas TtpLV is used up to 172, then again from 
296 on. An even neater distribution is found with TtpoTou: by it- 
self, as converter, on pp. 30, 88. Then TtpoTou vd on pp. 174, 227, 
357. It seems as if the writer was under the influence of differ- 
ent "fashions" in successive parts of the book. It all goes to 
prove further that npuv, Ttpuv vd or upoTou, TtpoTou vd are equiva- 
lent elements, limited to different periods in the book (in differ- 
ent people each may be specific to a certain idiolect) . 

10 The traditional name subiunctivus (Greek UTtoTaxTUxq) is an example 

of the usual practice in our traditional grammatical terminology: 
it is a name for one of the typical functions of that verb form 
(e.g., Au ajyev) , namely, its appearance in hypotactic, dependent 
clauses. The name was then generalized from the syntactic function 
of the form to the form Admyev itself, and it now covers its main- 
clause uses too. These are truly MODAL uses, expressing subjective 
attitudes of the speaker, and have nothing to do with hypotactics 
(or with sub-iungere ) . 

On the other hand, optativus (Greek euxeTLXil) as a term is due to 
the main-clause uses of a form Auouyev, expressing a (subjective, 
modal) wish. Then the name has come to designate the verbal form 
itself, with its other uses (mainly in dependent clauses) which do 
not express a wish at all. Incidentally, the same generalization 
has taken place with case names (e.g., dativus) , which make sense 
for one syntactical environment but are meaningless in other con- 
structions. Theoretically, the same form with a different meaning 
constitutes a different sign; since meanings are hard to distin- 
guish and depend on environments, we may use environment for dif- 
ferentiating these signs: a "dative form" or a "subjunctive form" 

in one environment is to me a linguistic sign different from the 
same form in another environment. That is why I insist on refer- 
ring to forms by vd xavm, <*£ X^ aa) etc. , reserving the "modal" names 
volitive , exhortative for their main-clause uses. Their dependent- 
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clause uses will be designated, if need be, by object clause , 
final clause etc. 
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